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Besides this, Campbell's explanation is hard to reconcile with the 
continual changes of import which words undergo in varying 
circumstances and varying contexts. This would seem to make it-
impossible to immediately perceive the fitness or unfitness of a verbal 
combination through the mere influence of custom. A combination 
may be quite unfamiliar and yet it may be immediately felt as 
congruous, and even as peculiarly felicitous, if it happen to be 
suitable to the occasion of its employment or to its place in the 
organic whole of speech in which it occurs. This objection is part of 
a wider one. In general,* Campbell's doctrine rests on a false 
estimate of the amount and kind of verbal repetition which is to be 
found in ordinary discourse. Let any one pick oat at random a 
sentence from a book and then let him look for another exactly like 
i t ; it is a hundred to one that he will succeed in finding one, even 
by a long and diligent search. Sentences, indeed, are, for the most 
part, composed of mere elementary conjunctions of words which have 
become familiar through custom. But the point of a sentence which 
interests and attracts attention usually finds expression in the 
relative novelty which belongs to it as a whole. This point must 
be in some degree seized if the meaning is to be in any measure 
understood. Otherwise there can be no acceptance of it as true or 
rejection as false, no appreciation of it as important or insignificant, 
no sense of its internal possibility or absurdity. When a sentence ox-
series of sentences produces a mere blank failure to understand—a 
mere felt absence of meaning—it may, nevertheless, consist of quite 
familiar sub-combinations of wox*ds. Pope's " Song by a Person of 
Qual i ty" is a good example. On the other hand, words may 
immediately present themselves as charged with deep and impressive 
significance although they are combined in strikingly unfamiliar 
ways—in parts of Carlyle, for example. Both the absence of 
meaning in the one case, and its presence in the other, may be 
apprehended " immediately" without having recourse to mental 
imagery. 

EPICTETUS. 

By R. J. RYU: . 

THE historian of philosophy who endeavours to follow the coarse of 
speculation from ihe age of its ripest development in Athens to that 
of its first appearance in Imperial Rome, has to account for a vei-y 

* Treatise, bk. i, pt. 1, sect. 7. 
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radical change in its character. W e may indicate the nature of this 
change by saying, with Professor Green, that under the Stoics and 
Epicureans philosophical investigation exchanged the task of under
standing the world for that of making life bearable. We may regret 
the change, or we may think that possibly the earlier speculators 
treated somewhat too lightly the sombre sides of life. At any rate, 
there is much to interest us in the specimens which have come down 
to us of the thoughts and theories which supported such men as 
Seneca and Epictetus in such times as those in which their lives 
were lived. 

Historically speaking, we have to content ourselves with a very 
fragmentary knowledge of the original sources of the philosophy 
both of the Stoics and of the Epicureans. 

In the case both of Zeno, the founder of the Stoic school, of his 
great contemporary Epicurus, we have no completed works extant. 
All that exists of the writings of either is to be found only in the 
form of quotations and isolated fragments. On the side of Epicurus 
this deficiency of material is perhaps less serious, partly because of 
the simpler aims and objects of his teaching, but still more because 
his tenets were accepted and transmitted in the most dogmatic form 
as those of an inspired writer, and consequently have probably not 
been greatly modified by his successors. 

But in the case of Zeno, who taught somewhere between the 
years 350 and 260 B.C., it is known that his doctrine underwent some 
modification at the hands of his successor Cleanthes, and that they 
were further criticised and systematically developed by Chrysippus, 
who was born about the year 280 B.C. 

Nothing remains, however, but fragmentary portions of their 
works ; and in fact, it is not till we come to the days of the Roman 
Empire that any complete writings of Stoics are to be met with. 
Seneca, Epictetus, and Marcus Aurelius are our chief source of 
information as to the doctrines of the Stoics, and by the time that 
we reach the epoch of these teachers foreign influences of many 
kinds had been impressed upon the philosophical teachings of all 
the schools. Thus, as Zeller remarks, " Only isolated points of the 
original doctrines are recorded, with at best a few arguments on 
which to base them, while we are much left to conjecture as to their 
motive or connection." 

Of the teachers named, Epictetus is in some respects the most 
interesting. Very little is known of his personal history, beyond 
the fact that he was a native of Phrygia ; that he was a slave to 
Epaphroditus, who was a freedman to the Emperor Nero, and that, 
late in life, when philosophers were expelled from Borne by Domitian 
in A.D. 89, he went to live and teach in Epirus. 
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He left no writings behind him, but he had a diligent disciple 
named Arrian, who made notes of bis discourses. This same disciple 
also collected from out of these discourses many of the best and 
most characteristic of the teachings of his master, and published 
them under the name of the Enckeiridion or Manual. The character 
of both these works is entirely hortatory or practical, and there is 
no profession in either of any special system. We meet with a good 
deal of repetition of certain fundamental doctrines, but as is natural 
in writings of the kind there is no methodical exposition of them, 
and there is no systematic co-oriiinatioa of the doctrines one with 
another. Occasionally we meet with obscurities which suggest 
defective reporting on the part of Arrian, and in the discourses, 
much more than in the better-known Enclieiridion, the incessant 
recurrence of questions and answers is apt to be wearisome. But 
in spite of defects of this kind, there is a striking simplicity and 
sincerity which makes even dryness and triviality tolerable, and an 
earnestness which makes the reader feel that the teacher is no mere 
spokesman of a school of speculators, but a man thoroughly devoted 
to the cause which he had made the work of his life, viz., to make 
men better. 

He represents indeed, probably very favourably, the main current 
of Stoic teaching, but he never claims to belong to any sect. And 
when he wishes his hearers to recognise by example the type of life 
on which they should model their own characters his ideal hero is in 
most cases Socrates. Often he reminds his hearers how Socrates 
behaved under such and such circumstances; and he refers them to 
Xenophon and Plato for lessons in the art of living more often than 
to the works of Zeno and Chrysippus. 

We shall perhaps get the best notion of what the teachings of 
Epictetus were by first considering them under the guise of a general 
sketch in the form which his doctrines would have presented had 
they been brought together into a single discourse. 

Of all the faculties (the Greek word for faculty is cvva/tt?) there 
is one only which has the power of contemplating itself critically and 
of consequent approval and disapproval. 

This faculty is the Rational Faculty—Zvvafii* y \07tc17. I t s func
tion is to form judgments about " appearances." I t is supreme over 
ail other faculties. I t is the one thing given to humanity which man 
can say is really in his own power; and it is the great distinguishing 
feature between man and all other things. This, then, is what 
constitutes essentially the being or nature of man. But this faculty 
wants watchful training, and the criterion which we are always to 
keep before ns is "harmony with Nature." Are we acting in 
accordance with " Nature " or not ? Concerning ourselves then about 
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none of those tilings which the gods, or tl:e ruling principle of the 
world, have not placed in our power, and confining onr voluntary 
activity to those only which are so, we shall always be acting without 
let or hindrance. This is freedom. Within this sphere and nowhere 
else can we speak of Good and of Evil. All good and evil is good and 
evil willing; all else may be agreeable or painful, but is indifferent to 
us—not good or evil. He who shapes his life in this course alone is 
worthy to claim that kinship with God which, in fact, we have by 
virtue of our nature as gifted with the self-contemplating faculty of 
Reason. The Season of such a man is in harmony with the Reason 
which rules the world. In the Pantheistic language which Epictetus 
uses he is Koo-fiwv, that is to say, he is a citizen of the Universe. 

Such, given in outline, is the philosophy of Epictetus. I t shares 
with that of other Stoics three chief characteristics. 

In the first place, it is very strictly practical. For explanations, 
or for analysis, whether of natural phenomena or of opinions, Epictetus 
cared little; and the formal logic, which is said to have been carried 
by Chrysippus to great completeness, is only valued by Epictetus as 
a subordinate though valuable means toward the attainment of the 
life according to nature. That it is a means to this ecd results from 
the second characteristic Stoic doctrine, the origination of which 
may be traced to Socrates, viz., tha t knowledge and virtue are 
identical. The logical ar t comes first, says Epictetus, as in the 
measuring out of corn the examination of the measure itself precedes 
the use of it for measuring the corn. I t is the art by which Reason 
analyses itself ; for the beginning of philosophy is a man's perception 
of the state of his ruling faculty, and such knowledge is only to be 
reached by self-examination. " Ignorance is the cause of wrong
doing, for the man who knows not who he is, and what the world 
is, nor for what parpose he exists, will not regulate either his assents 
or his dissents according to nature." 

" Do you suppose,''" he says in another place, " that I voluntarily 
fall into evil and miss the good ? I hope not." 

The third great Stoic doctrine which we find in Epictetus is that 
concerning nature as the manifestation of God. Stoicism was always 
as much a religion as a philosophy, and the relation in which the 
world stands to God, expressed now under one and now under 
another phrase, was always by the Stoics taken to be the most 
fundamental article in their philosophical and ethical creed. 

In examining this creed more closely the first problem which 
presents itself is that concerning the Reason, of which the essential 
function is said to be the right use of appearances. In the discourses 
of Epictetus anything which merely happens and is to be spoken of 
generally as an occurrence is commonly called (paivofitvoi'. 
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But a word which is more frequently met with is the word 
ifruirratrta. By this he appears to mean any impression received by 
the senses together with its attendant emotion. I t seems to cover all 
the psychological ground which, in our more analytical age, we should 
divide up into separate factors as impressions, ideas, and feelings. 
Epictetus probably had in view the definition which Chrysippus is 
said to have given of the word (pairraat'a iar'i waSos iv Tiy Y^XV 
>-liyi>6fievov. Now an affection of the soul or sentience of this sort is 
common both to men and to animals. So far there is no difference 
between them. Again, in men as well as in animals a (jxunraola is 
quickly followed by an output of energy in the way of action. (Some 
such phrase as this seems fairly to give the meaning of the word 
vpiii), as Epictetus uses it.) They as well as animals find in (fiavraaia 
an impulse to activity. But in man there intervenes a process 
which does not exist in animals—a process of self-contemplation, 
reflective discrimination, by which he can not merely respond to bnt 
can make what Epictetus calls a r ight use of appearances. God, says 
Epictetus, had need of irrational animals to make use of appearances, 
but of us to understand the use of appearances. Thus the desires and 
aversions which are felt at the instigation of sensations are, in the 
case of one who is what a man should be, not necessarily those which 
any animal might feel under the circumstances, but are what it is only 
in the nature of a rational self-contemplating being to feel. 

How then, we may ask, does this discriminative judicial activity 
of the rational faculty take place? There are, says Epictetus, 
in all men certain preconceptions or precognitions (irpoK^tti). 
Cicero gives some account of this remarkable technical term, 
which seems to have been a current one in the philosophy of 
that time.* The word •trpoXtjifn^, he tells us, is synonymous with 
<"vuoia, and signifies a cognition which is innate and is antecedent 
to experience. Thus he tells us, for example, every nation, even 
"sine doctrina," has " anticipationem quandam deoram," and the 
word Trpokijifris, which he telJs us occurs more especially in the 
teaching of Epicurus, is the word which would be used for such 
a cognition. He further describes wpoKiffyti as an anticipatory 
informing of the mind without which nothing can be investigated ->-
discussed. Kant (who reminds us of Epicurus when he is dealL;, 
with human knowledge and of the Stoics when he is dealing wit':, 
human morals), was taken with the word, and in his own philosophy 
he borrows the word wpoKrjifri^ to apply it to those factors which in 
the making up of experience determine formally our sensations in 

* Diogenes Laertius (2nd century) thus defined the word—vpokTf-Jiit ion Sn 
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space and time. Perhaps an even better illustration of Trp6\r)\jfii may 
be found in the writings of Whewell, who regards the essence of the 
philosophy of discovery as consisting in what he calls the " super-
induction of ideas " such as those of cause substance, polarity, Ac., 
upon particular facts of observation. 

Epictetus gives us several instances of what he means by vpoXij-yfrif, 
and it must be admitted that its employment is anything but precise. 
Thus he tells us that we have the irpo\.ij\/ris of " rational " and 
"irrat ional ," of " o u g h t " or " d u t y , " of the "beaut i fu l" or 
" becoming," and so on. The quarrels between men arise not from 
the one having a irpdXq^nv which another lacks, but from differences 
in the application of these abstract conceptions. So, he says, when 
Agamemnon and Achilles quarrelled over the question of the 
restoration of Chryseis, they had no difference as to whether " what 
is good ought to be done," but as to whether the restoration of 
Chryseis is or is not what ought to be done. They applied differently 
the TrpokTi^is or precognition of " ought." 

Here in the view of Epictetus lies the whole significance of 
education so far as Morals are concerned. According to Epictetus, 
education is learning how to adapt precognitions to particulars, a 
doctrine which forms a close parallel to Whewell's doctrine of 
discovery as consisting in the superindizction of ideas upon facts ; and 
education has attained its object when Reason so adapts them that 
our life is according to nature,—when it is ordered avp.cpwviwi rij (pvaei. 

This, then, is the next problem which we have to examine in 
the philosophy of Epictetus. To avoid misunderstanding we must 
remember that cfrvoii to a Greek of the age of Pericles or to a 
Stoic or Epicurean philosopher in the days of Epictetus did not 
mean quite what Nature means to us. When we talk of a theory or 
conception as being in accordance with Nature our meaning 
commonly is that it is a conception which does not do violence to 
facts of experience, which is not a mere fiction but which repre
sents the relations of objects or events as they really are ; and if we 
speak of a life lived in accordance with nature, we mean one which 
is free from artificiality and pretence. The word 0v<rt» does it is 
true often express these meanings, but even when it does so it is 
always with a hint of something more. I t always implies a some
thing which we more clumsily seek to express by some such phrase 
as " organic growth." The 0i><ris of anything is the fixed consti
tution it has as the result of its own growth, that, therefore, which 
belongs to it essentially and specifically, and which forms its true and 
distinctive function or character. 

Thus, when Epictetus talks of life according to nature as the life 
which a man should live, the fundamental thought which his 
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doctrine contains assumes the acceptance of his account of human 
nature as being distinguished from that of all other animals by the 
presence of a rational faculty such as he describes it. In other words, 
life according to nature means life in accordance not merely with the 
nature of physical objects, not merely in accordance with the nature 
of living or sensitive beings but in accordance with those capacities 
which we alone possess as rational beings capable of self-examination, 
self-approval, and self-condemnation. This, on the comparison of 
many of his discourses may be called the primary signification of the 
doctrine. 

I t was with this signification that the doctrine was taken up by 
Bishop Butler who, in the preface to his sermons, remarks that " this 
manner of speaking is not loose and undeterminate but clear and 
distinct, strictly just and true." For, he observes, Nature, if it. 
means anything, means a system or constitution composed of several 
parts. Such parts taken separately may, perhaps, give us no idea of 
what is the true character or function of the system as a whole. 
" Appetites, passions, affections, and the principle of reflection 
considered merely as the several parts of our inward nature do not at 
all give us an idea of the system or constitution of this na ture ; 
because the constitution is formed by something not yet taken into 
consideration, namely, by the relation which these several parts have 
to each other, the chief of which is the authority of reflection or 
conscience. I t is, he goes on to say, from considering the relations 
which the several appetites and passions have to each other, and 
above all the supremacy of reflection or conscience that we get the 
idea of the system or constitution of human na tu re ; and from the 
idea itself will as fully appear, that this our nature or constitution is 
adapted to virtue, as from the idea of a watch it appears that its 
nature, constitution, or system is adapted to measure time." 

Much of the apparent paradox or extravagance of Stoicism which 
we meet with in Epictetus disappears when we read it with the aid 
of Bishop Butler's more systematic development of this fundamental 
principle. If we are told, for instance, that blows and imprisonment, 
tortures and death, and the loss of friends are not contrary to nature, 
this language cannot but seem to us strained and artificial. And so 
it is if we do not distinguish, as Bishop Butler does, and as Epictetus 
does too, though less precisely, between what Bishop Butler calls 
" the several parts of our internal frame " and " the constitution or 
nature of it." As he puts i t : " Misery and injustice are indeed 
equally contrary to some different parts of our nature taken singly ; 
but injustice ia, moreover, contrary to the whole constitution of that 
nature." 

But this ethical principle of life in conformity with nature, where 
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nature is taken as meauing human nature considered as a system in 
which the several parts are subordinate to an approving and dis
approving ruling faculty, acquired an additional strength by tho wider 
use which the word 0^<r« had among teachers of the Stoic school. 

For not merely is man distinguished from animals by his rational 
faculty, but by this faculty he is allied to the Divine power which 
orders and arranges all the world. 

I t would perhaps not be easy to say what terminology best 
expresses Stoic theology. In the absence of any authorised formula 
analogous to the creeds of Christendom, it would seem that many 
expressions were current simultaneously without exciting in the 
minds of those who used them any sense of mutual inconsistency. 
Thus in the Thoughts of Marcus Aurelius we find " God," " Nature " 
"Zeus , " " t h e Nature of the All," " t h e Universe," "Providence,'" 
" t h e Gods," used indiscriminately as terms which are practically 
synonymous. Probably both Bpictetus and Marcus Aurelius framed 
at least the outline of their theological vocabulary upon that which 
had been in common use from the time of Homer. But both, I think 
distinguished between God (o fco.) and the Gods, and used'the term 
Zeus or God for the Divine power upon which all things are depen
dent. Also the relation of God to the world was often conceived 
as corresponding with that which exists between the Reason of man 
and his bodily frame, and while the body was recognised as being 
but a part of the Material Universe, the reason or soul was regarded 
as a portion of tha t Divine reason which is the soul of the world. 

Accordingly Epictetus speaks of man as having God within him. 
In another place he says Zeus has placed by every man a guardian a 
baiuiov to whom he has entrusted the care of each individual. 
Elsewhere he says that the supreme community is that which is 
composed of men and God, and that men only are by their natui-e 
formed to have communion with God being by means of reason 
conjoined with him. 

Since then, in the Stoic system, that which constitutes the essential 
characteristic of humanity, viz., the reason of man, is identical with, 
and is indeed a part of the Divine reason which is the ruling power 
of the Universe, it follows that conformity with nature in the sense of 
conformity with the supreme principle in human nature is at the same 
time conformity with nature in the widest sense of the word, for the 
nature, the 0u<x« of the one, is itself but a portion of that which is 
the (J)van of the other. As Marcus Aurelius puts it, " To the rational 
animal the same act is according to nature and according to reason." 
In this way, remarks Professor Sidgwick, " t h e Stoic by his 
theological view of the physical Universe gave to his cardinal con
viction of the all-sufficiency of wisdom for human well-being, a root 
of cosmical fact, an atmosphere of religious and social emotion." 
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With his doctrine of the rational nature of man is closely 
connected that of human freedom. 

To learn wbat is in conformity with nature is the first duty of a 
man, and the second is on all occasions to discriminate between what 
is and what is not in our own power. Only that is said to be within 
oar own power which proceeds from us as rational agents. All there
fore which is the expression of our essentially human nature is ours. 
For so much only of our life are we responsible, and nothing else 
ought to aoncern us. 

Success or failure, wealth or poverty, health or disease, none of 
these flow directly from ourselves. You may fetter my leg, says 
Epictetus, but my will (?) irpoatpeois) not even Zeus can overpower. 

The conception of the nature of human freedom takes two 
forms in Epictetus. Often he uses the word y irpoaipeois to express 
it, and then he evidently has in view what we should call power 
of choice. At other times when he ia considering not so much 
our active as our passive character, he uses the word co^fia to 
signify our will or opinion of things. Thus he says not exile or 
pain is the cause of our doing this or that, but our own wills or 
opinions our S6~/funa. The will in fact is reason in action; and in 
the most literal sense he holds that there is nothing either good or bad 
but thinking makes it so. Things external to our inmost selves are 
not good or bad in themselves. Our thoughts about them, the way 
we receive them, our eo^/una are our own. Oar attitude toward or 
our response to the bare occurrence is what gives it any character it 
seems to have.* 

I have referred to Bishop Butler's development of the Stoic 
doctrine of Conformity to nature, and I think it would not be unfair 
to illustrate the view of Freedom held by Epictetus by reference to 
certain writings of Kant and his followers on the subject of the 
Practical Reason. 

Although his own statements as to Freedom are crude and not 
precisely expressed, I have no doubt that he meant wbat Professor 
Green means when he discusses the same subject with the advantages 
of a definite metaphysical basis which Epictetus either lacked or 
ignored. " A man in willing is necessarily free, since willing con
stitutes freedom," says Professor Green. "There is something in 
you naturally free," says Epictetus, and he makes it clear through
out that the only thing which i3 free is " willing." 

* In this respect we may trace a resemblance between the doctrine of Epictetus 
and that of Spinoza. Spinoza almost uses the language of the Stoics when he says 
he found that none of the objects of my fears contained in themselves anything 
either good or bad except in so far as the mind is affected by them. 
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In the foregoing account of Epictetns I have contented myself 
with description rather than with criticism, but I think it must be 
evident that there are many difficulties in his doctrines for which he 
affords no solutions. Perhaps in his defence it may be said that 
most of these difficulties are not the peculiar heritage of Stoicism, 
bat are shaj-ed by other schools both of ancient and modern 
philosophy. 

For instance, i t is not easy to reconcile the absolute autonomy 
which is claimed for human will, with the absolute and unlimited 
government of the Universal Divine principle of which it is a 
portion. 

Again it must be admitted that the doctrine -which identifies 
wrong-doing with ignorance, stands in need of some qualification or 
re-statement by the side of the equally emphatic doctrine which 
teaches us that all good and evil is good and evil willing. 

Also when we find the doctrine of the identity of the Reason and 
the Will insisted upon implicitly rather than as a conclusion of 
analysis throughout his teaching, we cannot but feel the want ot 
some express metaphysical exposition by which to interpret it. 

I t is, however, only fair to recollect that Epictetns makes no 
claim to be a scientific expounder of philosophy. 

He was in life rather a preacher of righteousness than a lecturer 
with a system to unfold; and those at least of his teachings which 
Arrian has preserved for us, cannot jtistly be criticised as though 
they were formal expositions. 

His practical aim was to teach men self-knowledge, self-reverence, 
and self-control, and these lessons have seldom been more pithily or 
more persuasively put before men's eyes than they are in th 
-Discourses, and in the Encheiridion. 

S Y M P O S I U M — T H E N A T U R E AND R A N G E OF 
EVOLUTION. 

I.—By H . W. CAER. 

I SHALL assume that by Evolution is meant the Darwinian theory of 
Natural Selection. Mr. Herbert Spencer uses the word in a much 
wider sense, and also claims to have formulated his views indepen
dently of Darwin. I shall have occasion to notice his use of the 
conception of Evolution, but particular criticism of his philosophy is 
not my present purpose. 

The question that I propose to discuss under this title is the 
question of the relation of the Darwinian hypothesis to metaphysical 
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